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tice among {he states in this union. They have uniforialy
demanded fugitives from Justice, aud these demands have not
been disregarded in offences of a less grade.  Evep tie rigoy
of the rule hag been relaxed by the demand of New York bep.
self for the suprender of g fugitive accused of forgery; and it
tdoes not appear that the particular act chiarged against he
party, rendeyeq that Jorgery ‘a crime eqaally conirary to (he
laws and safety of all nations.*? For aught tliat ig kuows, it
‘Was an offence against the laws of New York alone,
These.demands are gratified on the principle that crime must
“be punished for the good of society, According to the autho.
ity quoted, tlie nation of which the offender ;g a citizen, must
punish him or deliver hym up to the justice of the offended state,
In this country, crimes must be tried and punished where they
are committed. This right is secured to the accused by the con-
stitution.  New York in the present case cannot inflict punisl-
iment under the law of nations, because oyp constitution forbidsg
it It would seem_strange then that an offendep may escape
even a trial, by means of the very provisioa that was designed
to prevent Lim from being punished;unjustiy. The denial of
trial and punishment except at the place of the crime,—apart
from the express recognition of the right of demand,——appeam
to sanction that right, and to impose on the state on Whom it ig
made the obligation to surrender.  The good of 4 the stateg
depends in some measure on the observance of law and opder
~in each other. 1If an offender May escape punislunent fop any
act’ by removing to a state Where that act is not criminal,
those penal laws of any state may be violated wit), Impunity
which are predicated oy its peculiar condition, or on the clgy..
acter of its instiutions, and local policy, as distinguishied from
the qther states, This conditian of things all weul deplore,
and we shoyld not encourage such a construction of gy Mmutual
relations 2s may lead (g g9 calamitous a result, Tye states
would find themsel: e as New York s, in the attitude of shield-
ing their own citizens from punishment for the flagrant violz-
ticu of necessary and salutary laws in other states, We wald
present the anomaly in governament, of independent states Witis-
ut-any power to keep our citizens at home, or to preven: tig
commission of crimes by them when abroad, and yet clotlied
with state sovereiguty amply suﬂicif}m te sustain ang protect
them after (he acts were commifted,



